- ALEXANDER LuUBOTSKY
NEW PHRYGIAN et AND T1 -

I et

1. In New Phrygian (NPht.), one has generally assumed two words
et (cf. Haas 1966: 96, Brixhe 1978a: 12, Heubeck 1987: 72 and fn. 6,
etc.): a conjunction with.a meéaning comparable to that of Gr. &1, and
‘a preverb or emphatic particle immediately preceding the participle
(T)TeTikpevos ‘cursed’.

The former meaning is based on two inscriptions where NPhr. et
- stands between k(1)voupa and p(a)vKav: KIVOUPX €T JVKOV OTIECTOHE-
- vav dadimt Nevuepia (9)! ‘made a grave and a standing monument for
Nenueria’ #e/ sim. and kvoupa eT1 Seada pavkav (18). As both k(1)voupa
and p(x)vka- must be parts of the grave, cf. 105 VI oepov Kvoupave
. KOKOV OAKET QIVI PAVKX TIETITTETIKUEVOS €1ToV (26) ‘whoever brings
harm to this xvoupav (grave?) or pavka (monument?), let him be
cursed’, it seems probable that k(1)voupa and p(x)vka- are correlated
and that €71 is a conjunction meaning something like ‘and’2.

- 2. Closer inspection of the occurrences of eTi(T)TeTiKueVos shows,

however, that this word most probably does not exist. The dossier of
eTi(T)TeTikpevos based on the texts as given by Haas and Brixhe (cf.
fn. 1) can be divided into several categories (in the following I mostly
give only the apodosis of the malediction formulae):

! The numbers of the NPhr. inscriptions refer to: Haas 1966: 114—129 (Nos. 1—110),
Brixhe 1978a: 3—7 (No. 111 —114), Brixhe-Waelkens 1981 (No. 115). Brixhe-Neumann
1985 (No. 116). The numbers of the OPhr. inscriptions refer to Brixhe-Lejeune 1984.
1n Old Phrygian (OPhr.), the sequence e#f occurs only in efitevtevey (B-03), which can
be analysed eti-fevtevey. The form fevtevey strongly reminds one of anevnevey of the so-
called Myso-Phrygian inscription, published for the first time by Cox and Cameron
(1932) and included by Friedrich in his Kleinasiatische Sprachdenkmiler (1932: 140).
Cox and Cameron transliterate this word as anmevmeves (Friedrich as amevneveg), but
Lejeune (1969: 47) proposed to transliterate the final sign of this word as a yod. The
division eti-tevtevey being confirmed by a-mevmevey, we may restore #][evtevey at the
beginning of line 2 of the same inscription B-03 (the end of line 1 is illegible).

(8]



80 Alexander Lubotsky

a. In ten inscriptions the sequence eTi(T)TeTiKpevos has been restored
and is thus uscless as evidence:

— 8n 8ios feuedw[s eTiTTeT]ikpevos e1Tou (4); restoration 8 Sicws

CeneAw(s TIT TeT]ikpevos e1Tou is equally possible and is given by
Calder (1911: 166).

— [emiT]eTikpevos ertov (10); restoration [T1T TleTikuevos is more pro-
bable and was already proposed by Calder (1911: 169).

— [em]terik[p]e/[vos altTi ade/[1]Ttou (11); Calder (1911: 170) reads
[T1]reTikue/[vos).

— 10§ OEpOV Kvou/uavel ka[kov] (a88m<e-r> £TITETEIKYEVOS 1To[U] (19).
The scribe apparently left out a part of the inscription, so that we
do not know where the lacuna ends.

— 105 Vi oepowv kv[ou]/upaver kaxouv [a] /68okeTT [ofik[ai [€]/ TiT
TeTikpev[os] as Tiav erTou (53) (for aikau cf. Brixhe 1979: 180);
restoration of the € at the end of line 3 is unnecessary.

— [1Jos oas Tou okeped/pias kakouv Saket [.]/erTTeTiKpEVOS [.. ../
JarTie erTou (56). This is the text given by Haas (1966: 122), who
remarks: “Wohl doch [e]/[T]iTTeTiKpevos”. According to Calder’s
drawing (1911: 199), however, the T of daxet stands exactly under
the 8 of the previous line (okeped/), so that it is probable that the
line ends with Saxet. The first letter of the next line looks like o

or € in the drawing, but it could also be a T. The rest of the line

seems to be intact, so that I read: [1]os oas Tou o1<ep58/plo(g KOKOUV
SokeT/ TIT T&Tu(uevos/ QTTIE EITOV.

— otn/n [eThit[T]eTikpevols adlertou (65). According to Calder’s
drawing (1911: 211), there is no room for two letters at the beginning
of line 2. Calder reads A]TTi/n [6]iT[T]e[T]ikpevo[s and remarks:
“the second letter in line 2 is almost certainly O, not E”. We may
perhaps read arTin 61T [T]eTikpevo[s and assume that € is a mistake
for the usual T. This inscription is found in Kursunlu, to the north
of Iconium, in which region alternations between tenuis and aspirata

are usual (for Cilicia cf. Neumann 1986: 82, for Lycaoma La-

minger— Pascher 1984: 14).
— 105 v1 {o)epfov kvoupave ka]/kouv adae[ ]/ eTi[T]TeTiK[pevos
ertou] (68). The right side of the stone is absent (cf. Calder 1913:

98). Calder restores the second line as /kouv aBaxe[T, Sews JepeAws]. -

However, the restoration of the first line requires 13 or 14 omitted
letters rather than 12, as given by most scholars, because oepouv is
preferable in view of kaxouv, which most frequently has the same form
as the preceding pronoun (cf. Neumann 1970: 212£.), and kvoupavel
_ occuts often than.xvoupave. I would therefore propose the following
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restoration: 10§ vi {o Yep[ouv Kvoupave Ka] /kouv aSoxe[ T Seoos Ceue?\oos ‘
K] /e Ti[T] TeTik[pevos erTou]. See furtherad c.

— TS K eyepe[T e]/'rrr-rfs‘nxu[e]vm wwwou (71); the restoration is uncer-
tain. :

...]/ €[] /'r’rE'rlKuevos erro[u] (91); the part of the mscnptlon preced-

mg the ¢, is illegible, so that the restoration is uncertain.

b. In two cases the reading of the inscription must be corrected:

— pe dww[s CJopoAw eTiTeTIKHEVOS NTOV (5); as both € and o have a
round shape in this inscription, the reading {JopOAwS T1 TETIKUEVOS
is not only possible (cf. Ramsay 1905: col. 79 ff.; Btixhe 1978b: 1,
fn. 2), but even preferable because Sews and Csue?\ws in nine of the
eleven occurrences have the same ending (Brixhe 1979: 185, fn. 27).

— 1§ ETITETOVKHEVOUV €1Tov (28) must be read 105 T1 TETOUKUEVOUV €1'TOV
(cf. Brixhe 1978a: 17, who follows Calder’s reading in 1933: 89; cf.
also the photograph on pl. 52).

c. In nine inscriptions we find xeTi(T)TeTIKpEVOS, Which is mostly
divided k' eT1(T)TeTIKMEVOS With elision of ke. However, the division ke
Ti(T) TeTikpevos is not only possible, but preferable, as the elision of
‘xe in the position before e does not take place everywhcre and was
probably facultative. The ¢ is elided in yeypeipevav/-ov ' eyedov (76,
106), cf. yeypepevav eyedou (32, 33, 34, 36, 59, 60, 105), but, on the
other hand, we find e ev oTapVX in 48 (Brixhe 1878a: 11), evapke
eppwAOs and ke eyTolgwiol in-116. The division of kepoka (33) and

Kopoka (36) is unclear.

— [Bews ke LepeAws K]e Tl ETITTETIKPEVOS EITOV (3) for the restoration
cf. Brixhe 1978a, p. 12; for the second €11 see below, sub e.

— Celpa ke O1 TTEIES KE TIT TETIKPEVA aTTi[€] ade1TTVoU (12).

— dios [K]e gZepeAws ke TiT [Tle[T]ikpev[os] erTo[u] aTTin Ke aderTou
(39).

— Bews LepeAwS KE TIT TETIKPEVOS elTou (40).

— OIKQV QTTIT] KE BEWS KE TIT TETIKUEVOS €1TOV (62).

— [ZenleAws{t} ke Bews [ke arTie] ke T1 TeTIKP[EVOS €rTOV] (92).

— pe Bews ke CePEAWS KE T1 TETIKPEVOS €1Tov (96).

— pe Zepe)Aws ke Bews ke TieTITeTIKU[Evos e1Tou] (97); for the second
€T1 see below, sub e.

— pe olepeAwds ke Buws ke TIT [TeTikpevos eitou] (113).

d. Twice eTi(T)TeTikpevos is found after arTi, where we must rather
read aTTie T1 TeTikpevos €1Tovu, cf. for this formula Ti(T) TeTIKMEVOS
arTie adaTov (45, 61, 70, 100) or atrTie &1Tov (56):

6 KADMOS XXVHI



82 ' ‘ Alexander Lubotsky

— OTTIE TI TETIKUEVOS EITOV (94).
~— [oT]me 11 TeTikpevos erTfou] (102); the restoration of Calder 1956:
p-21£,, No. 108, cf. the drawing on p. 228.

e. The remaining material is confined to ten occurrences after T1(T)
(for which see below. §§8ff.), where the division Tie Ti(T) TeTikpevos
seems preferable (see further §3):

— Tie. TIT [T]eTiKUEVOS €1TOV (2).
— [Becos ke CepeAwds k]e Tie TIT TeTIKPevos e1Tov (3); for thc ﬁrst £T1 see
above, sub c.

— Tos 1 pe Jepehw ke Seos [K/]e Tin TIT TeTIKUEvos e[iT]ou (6); for the

' reading cf. Brixhe 1978b: 1.

— Beos ke Cep[erw. .. .Jaxe o1 eipoia Tie TIT T[eTiKpevor errt]vou (7);
for gipoia cf. anhe 1978b: 9; alté; ernatively, one may divide to read
gipot aTie (see further ad d).

— TIE TIT TETIKHEVOS €1TOV (26).

— Cepehads 1T TIT TeTiKpevos erTov (75); Brixhe 1978a: 10—~1 proposes
to see in 1Te 2 mistake for Tie.

— e Gepe)Aws ke Sews ke Tie T1 TeTIKu[evos erTou] (97); for the ﬁrst
€T1 see above, sub c. .

— VE BEWS TIE TIT TETIKUYEVOS EITOU (112)

— Tin T T[eTiKpevo]s eitou (114).

— TIE TIT TETIKPEVOS e1Tov (115).

3. 1 thus propose to divide Tie/nTi(T)TeTiKUEVOS €iTov of the last ten
inscriptions as Tie/n TI(T) TETIKYEVOS €1Tov and translate ‘let him become
accursed by (the god) Tiyes’3. The formula Tie/n Ti(T) TeTiKpevos is
then comparable to aTTie T1 TeTiKpevos e1tov (94, 102) or aTTin Ke T1
TeTikp[e] /vos erTou (86), only without the preposition ob (on these
formulae and the god Tiyes cf. below §§5—6). There are several
considerations in favour of this analysis:

a. The alternation Tie ~ Tin} strongly recalls»that of aTTie ~ aTTIN.
If we look at the distribution of n in the NPhr. inscriptions, we see
that 1 practically never appears in word-initial position:

as word-initial: nTov (5) “fiir sonstiges eitox (angelehnt an griechisch_

fytw)” (Haas 1966: 202);
in inlaut: poapapnav (31), Tiniov (58);

3 When the present paper had already been written, I learned that Prof. M. N. van
Loon had reached the same coriclusion several years ago in an unpublished article
, ‘Some Remarks on the Phrygian Inscriptions’.
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- in the ending -ns: dekpouTtans (31 vs. dexpouTaus in 9), wapTns (42,

87), akevtrarns (69), wavkns (86), arepns (98), 5.xepns (116);
as word-final: dn (4), Seuvn (15 vs. Ssuve 31, 69), kvoupavn (115 vs,

Kvoupave(l) or Kvouuavl passim), ekxtm (or ekatnas, 116), and otTin

(39, 62, 65, 86 vs. atTi(€) passim and ot 87, 1034);
uncertain: o1pn[ (30), cvtw auta nket av ... (30; so Haas 1966: 111,

but Calder 1956: 39, No. 195, reads on<1<o7\'rctm<8'rav which rather

points to division ou«o?\'rcm ke Tav), ]tn[ (42), Jepepn[ (72).

One can agree with Haas that “der Buchstabe n, der im Griechischen
bereits annihernd = 7 lautete, bezeichnet ein stark geschlossenes ¢. Er
wird besonders dann verwendet, wenn 7 im Spiele ist” (1966: 202). The
distribution of n thus shows that the analysis of nTiTTETIKPEVOS in 6
and 114 as nTi- with n- instead of &- is improbable.
~ b. It is striking that, in ten inscriptions with 'ne/n'n('r)'rs-nxuevos,
we find no aTtTie/n or aoTiav formulae, whereas the vast majority of
- the TeTikuevos curses do contain them. This indicates that the god is
already mentioned in Tie/NTITTETIKPEVOS.

c. The NPhr. malediction formulae generally make explicit by whom
the violator of the tomb will be cursed: we find constructions with
atTie and aoTiav, with Sews fepeAws, etc. It seems significant that in
the whole corpus there are but four more or less complete inscriptions,
viz. 10, 28, 71, 82, where TeTikuevos is used without a complement.

d. Only in two inscriptions, viz. 67 and 78, is TeTikuevos not preceded
by Ti(T), so that the analysis of the text with Ti(T) immediately
preceding TETIKMEVOS is « przorz more probable. For the problem of
gemination see below.

4. The fact that formulae with Tig/n and with aTTin alternate is not
an argument against our analysis. We find more formulae which are
used with or without a preposition. A well-known example is Sews
CepeAws next to He dews CepeAws and even once 8n S1ws ZepeAws (4).
In the same way, we may analyze inscription 62 as oT TiT} K SEwWS Ke
TIT TETIKYEVOS €1Tov “let him become cursed by Tiyes and the gods”
uel sim. Cf. also §5 on ot Ti(g/n) vs. as Tiav.

Also the asyndetic constructions CepeAws [Ti]e TIT TETIKpEVOS E1TOV
(75) and pe Bews Tie TIT TETIKPEVOS €1ToV (112) are not without parallel,
cf. Bews CepeAws Ti1 TeTikpevos €1Tou (93) or pe Siw[s CJopoAws Ti
TeTiKpevos e1Tov (5) (cf. Brixhe 1978b: 1).

4 If the reading of 103 is correct, one may probably divide aTiaTiTiKpEVOS as aTix
TITIKMEVOS, aTix being an unusual spelling for amin/e.
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More problematic -is the syntax of [Sews ke JepeAws x]e Tie TiT
TETIKUEVOS €1ToV (3), Tos vi pe LepeAw ke Beos [K]e Tin TIT TeTIKUEVOS

e[1t]ov (6), and pe Ze{pedAws ke Sews ke Tie T1 TeTiKp[evos erTou] (97),-

as the construction with three members and two times ke (X ke Y ke
Z) is otherwise unknown in Phrygian. In constructions with two
members, ke is found either after the second member (X Y «e), e. g.
Bews ZepeAws ke TIT TeTiKpevos ertou (40), or, more frequently, after
each member (X ke Y ke), €. g. pe Sews ke LepeAaws ke (96) (Brixhe 1978b:
1£). In constructions with three members we would also expect ke
after each member, and Brixhe (ibid.: 2) believes he finds X ke Y ke Z
ke in two inscriptions, but both cases are uncertain, cf. [Gep]eAcos{1} ke
Bews [ke aTTie] ke T1 TeTIKp[evos e1Tou] ke oT exTel| (92), which is based
on restoration, and e]peAws ke [8]e[w]s ve kovvou ke 1ovio[u] a1 TapTns
(42), where Brixhe proposes to change pe to ke:. Consequently, there
seems to be no clear counter-example to the syntax X ke Y xe Z. -

I believe we must rather assume a mixture of two formulae, viz. e
CepeAws Ke Sews Ke TI(T) TeTiKpevos e1Tov and Tie TI(T) TETIKUEVOS E1TOV.

5. The analysis of 'rls/nTlTTeTtKusvés as TIE/M TIT TETIKUEVOS, pro-
posed above, provides further support for the view which I have

defended elsewhere (Lubotsky 1988: fn.11), viz. that two NPhr.

apodosis formulae aTi(e/n) (ad)erTou and aoTiaverTou must be ana-
lysed as follows

arTi(e/n) (aB)erTou = prep. o8 + dat sg. Ti/Tie/TIn + 3 sg. impv.
(ad)erTou
QOTIAV EITOV = prep. O + acc. sg. Tiav + 3 sg. impv. erTou.

Both formulae mean ‘let him become cursed by Tiyes’ #e/ sim. The
difference between these formulae is thus explained by the different
prepositions: od + dat. vs. as (< *&5 < *ens) + acc. This syntax is
confirmed by other inscriptions. For &g 4 acc. cf. a5 ogpouv kvoupav
(31), as patav (33), as avav (35) (cf. Neumann 1986: 83). The only
other attestation of the preposition a8/t is probably 14 [1]os vi cepouv
kvo[u]uavel kokiv o8BakeT v’ ad aTteopas ... ‘whoever brings harm

to this grave or to (a)Teapas ...” where it is used in order to emphasize
the dative of («)Teapas, which is indeclinable, cf. 105 vi ogpouv kvou- -

POVEL KOKOUV OOQKET avi TIGMAS ... (87) Or 10§ VI OEUOV KVOUPQWVEL
KOKoV aBakeT auvl o& T[o]u Teapas (115)

The analysis of aoTiaveiTou as as Tiav €1ToU was already proposed
by R. Meister (Xenia Nicolaitana, p. 168, which was inaccessible to me)
and accepted by Calder (1956: XXIX) and Heubeck (1987: 79£.), who,
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however, stick to the view that the oTTi(e/n) formulae contain the
name of the Phrygian god Attis. However, if our analysis of
Tie/nTI(T) TETIKPEVOS is correct, the theory operating with Attis in NPhr
~ inscriptions can definitively be re]ected :

6. The name Tiyes in the nom. sg. is probably attested in the OPhr.
inscription M-04 akinanogavan : tiyes| modrovanak : [? Javara[?], where it
- bears the title modrovanak ‘King of Modra’ (cf. Neumann 1986 a).

' Furthermore, the Phrygian town Tisiov is named after this god, cf.
- the remarks of Stephanus Byzantius: Anpocfévns &°8v Bibuviakois pnoi
 KTIOTHV Tijs TOAews yevéoban TIdrapov éAdvta TTapAayoviav, kai &k
70U Tipé&v Tdv Ala Tiov Tpocaryopeloan (cf. on this passage Haas 1966:
67). The name Tieiov contains the suffix -efo-, which is frequently used
in Phrygian for the formation of adjectives. The same adjective occurs
- in NPhr. inscription 58 Tiniov eyeo1T yeypipevov, translated by Haas
. (ibid.) ‘er soll das gottliche Vorbestimmte tragen’. This curse is a variant
of a frequent NPhr. malediction yeypeipevav eyedou Tios outav ‘let
. him get the established punishment of Tiyes’ #e/ sim., which contains
_ the gen. sg. of the name Tiyes.

The case endings of the name Tiyes are those of a consonant stem,
and T would propose to reconstruct an s-stem (for -s- > -b- > -o- see
Lubotsky 1988: 19f£.):

nom.sg. iyes < *tiH-es
~ acc.sg. Tiow < *tiH-(e)s-m, cf. ouavoxTav (88)
- gen.sg. TIOS < *tiH-s-0s, cf. k{v)oupvos (5)

dat. sg. Ti(e/n) < *tiH-s-ei, cf. xvoupavel/i/n, BpaTepe (31)

7. Accordingly, we may conclude that eT1(T)TeTiKpevos does not exist
in NPhr. and that the only NPhr. €11 is the conjunction ‘and’ or adverb
‘besides, in addition to’, which is very close to the use of Greek ET1.
The consequences of our analysis are discussed in the following section.

II. m

8. The word T1 is found in most NPhr. malediction formulae, cf.,
for instance, 10§ VI CEMOUV KVOUUQVEL KAKOUV OBBOKET T1 TTETIKUEVOS
atT1 aderTov (57), Or 10§ VI GEHOV KVOUPQVE KOKOV aBakeT Sews CepeAws
T1 TeTIKpEVOS e1Tov (93). The distribution of NPhr. T1 was meticulously
analysed by Brixhe in a recent study (1978a: 8 ff.), and his conclusions
can be summarized as follows:
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a. NPhr. 71 generally stands in the apodosis of the malediction
formulae, immediately preceding the participle (T)TeTiKpevos ‘cursed’
or the adjective (?) Speypouv in the formula axke o1 Pekos axkaAos Ti
8peypouv e1Tov, found in 33, 76, and 108. This distribution refutes the
hypothesis of Haas (1966: 82 ff. e# passim) that T1 is an indefinite pronoun

‘irgendein’ belonging to xaxowv in the protasis and reflecting PIE *£%id.

b. NPhr. 711 is a particle, reinforcing the following participle.

c. NPhr. m, which is attested three times in the protasis:
105 v1 afepjov T[ov] kvoupav[e] koxkouv T [a8]SakeT (39),
10§ o T1 okeAedpian kakouv SakeT (67),
[105] oepov T1 kvoupavt k[oxov o]BepeT (103),
is probably of a different origin and is a variant of T, To, Tov, occurring
frequently after demonstrative pronouns, cf. gemv T kvoupaver (76),
oepov To (27), oepouv Tou (10); oas Tou okepedpias (56), o Tou pavka
(82), oa T(o)v Teapas (115).

d. The etymology explaining T1 as a variant of €Ti, which was
proposed by Dressler (1968: 48) and Gusmani (1967: 325) on the
grounds of the parallelism of two constructions, viz. Ti €T1(T) TETIKPEVOS
and eT1 eT1(T)TeTIKpEVOS, is improbable because the latter construction
with the reduplicated €11 does not exist. The apparent occurrences of

€11 eT1(T)TeTIKUEVOS go back to T1 et (T)TeTikpevos (but cf. above,.

§§ 2 ££.).

e. The particle T1 is probably based on the pronominal stem *Zo-.
f. NPhr. T1 is mostly followed by a geminated consonant, cf. Ti

TTETIKPEVOS (passim) and T1 yyeyapiTuevo(s) (88) vs. /opoka yeyapiT-

pevos (33, 36).

9. I believe that these results can hardly be contested. The only
remaining problem is the gemination. On the one hand, “il est évident
que la gémination a, en néo-phrygien, cessé d’étre pertinente, cf. les
doublets addoxeT/adakeT apPepeT/aPepeT, ou la géminée est étymologi-
que” (Brixhe 1978a: 14), which may account for some sporadic cases
of unetymological gemination, cf. xvouppaver (44, 53) vs. Kvouucvel
(passim, cf., however, also kvouvpaver 101, 105) or civi ppupa (25). On

the other hand, the frequency of Ti TTeTIKPEVOS shows that this explana- .

tion does not hold here. Brixhe opts for an alternation between TeTIKpe-
vos after a consonant (and after a strong boundary) and TTeTIKuEVOS
after a vowel, which accounts for T1 TTETIKpEVOS and ETITTETIKUEVOS. -
Haas (1966: 88) explained the gemination after Ti by the assimilation
of the final consonant of *#/d (according to him. < *£”id), but in order
to account for the double -TT- in €TITTETIKPEVOS, he reconstructs the

itsiato oo gl 1. -
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participle as *szetigmenos < *ste-stig-menos (to the root of Gr. oTiCw
‘steche, brandmarke’). This etymology is problematic both from the
etymological point of view (Phr. k- vs. Gr. -y-) and the semantic (cf.
Heubeck 1987: 74). Moreover, it seems strange that word-initial sz-
YICldS a geminate, whereas the same sequence in the middle of the word
is simplified to -#-.

Heubeck (1987: 70 ff.) refers to an old idea of Torp (1984: 14) that
the double consonant in TTeTIKHEVOS reflects the accent of the preceding
T1 (= eTi), which is implausible from the phonetic point of view, and
. which, moreover, would be the only case where the accent is reflected
by gemination.

10. Beyond any doubt, the most simple and straightforward explana-
tion of the gemination is to assume with Haas that T1 ended in a
. consonant (most probably, -T or -8), which was assimilated to the first
consonant of the following word, cf. ad8oxek yeypeu[ejvav (32) or -
‘od8ekep pavkat (35) for the usual adSakeT, aBBepeT for ad-PepeT, or
“omcke (33, 76, 108) for ad-«e.

Nevertheless, both Brixhe (1978a: 8) and Heubeck (1987: 71) ex-
plicitly reject this explanation because of eTiTTeTIKMEVOS Where we find
the same gemination, but after the preverb eT1, which ends in a vowel.
As we have seen above, however, in all apparent cases of eTITTETIKMEVOS
the € belongs to the previous word, so that here again we have T,
followed by gemination. This counter-example being dismissed, nothing
prevents us from analyzing TITTETIKMEVOS and TIyyeyXpITUEVOS as TIT
TETIKUEVOS and TIy YEYQpITUEVOS, respectively. For the simple -T- instead
of -T1- cf. a1 (87, 103) instead of the usual arT1.

These considerations also open new prospects for the analysis of the
so-called Pexos-formula, axke o1 Pekos oxkaAos TiSpeypouv grTou (33,
76, 108), as Tidpeypouv can now be analysed T18-peypouv. I hope to
return to this formula elsewhere.

As far as the origin of the particle T18 is concerned, it is likely that
this particle reflects the anaphoric pronoun *74 with added #- from the
pronoun *so, *sa, *tod (cf. the emphatic Skt. particle /4, which originally
was the same pronoun, only without the #-). For the formation compare
also the neuter of the West Germanic demonstrative pronoun: OE pis,
OS thit, OHG dig, which go back to *#id (Beekes 1982—3: 218), and
the Anatolian reflexive particle *-# (Hitt. -z, Luw., HLuw., Lyc. -#),
which seems to have the same origin (ibid.: 213, cf. also Brixhe 1978a:
14).
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